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D a w .
TOWARDS AN ECUMENICAL THEOLOGY 
AND A UNITED CHURCH
The theme on which I have the honour to address you is controversial, but nevertheless appropriate. For in August of this year representatives of almost 150 different Communions of the Universal or Ecumenical Christian Church will be gathering from the ends of the earth in Amsterdam to inaugurate the World Council of Churches. This is thought by many to be the most signifi­cant development in ecclesiastical history since the days of the Reformation. It was, one may believe, a wave of the same Ecumenical tide that reached the shores of South Africa, and established a Chair of Divinity here. This Chair was founded, in the main, by the united representations and contributions of the Church of the Province, the Congregational Union, the Methodist Church and the Presbyterian Church of South Africa. Let it also be admitted openly that the present holder of it is an advocate of Ecumenism, who is not unduly perturbed by being termed an ‘‘ Ecumaniac ” since he believes that if this is madness yet there is method in it,” and remembers that the greatest of Apostles was content to be thought a fool for Christ’s sake. A  journey through relatively unmapped country is made less tedious by the provision of a few signposts. Our route “ towards an Ecumenical Theology and a United Church ” will lead us to explore six aspects of Ecumenism: first, its desirability; second, its potential dangers: third, some designs for unit;  fourth, divisive factors; fifth, demonstrations of unity achieve;  and last, the need for a Dedication to Ecumenism.
( 1). T he Desirability of a Reunion of the Christian Churches.
It has been suggested that the contemporary Churchman is in the parlous position of reciting the words: I believe in one Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church ” and of muttering instantly beneath his breath, “ and I regret that it does not exist.” Serious as this difficulty may be, the most serious consequence of a divided Christendom, splintered into a myriad of denominations, is that it constitutes an act of disobedience to the will of the only King and Head of the Church, Jesus Christ. Our divisions are not merely inconvenient, embarrassing, or even ' unhappy.’ They are sinful as an act (of apostasy. The real grounds for Ecumenism are theological, based upon the
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Revelation of God consummated in the Incarnation of our Lord and in the foundation of the Church as “ the extension of the Incarnation.” The Motto of the Ecumenical Movement is ut omnes unum sint, a direct quotation from the High-Priestly Prayer of Christ offered immediately before the oblation of His torn and bleeding body on the Cross for the reconciliation or at-one-ment of a divided world. The following words do, in fact, constitute part of our Lord’s last will and testament to his friends and comrades down the ages: (I give the Moffatt rendering in this and other citations from the New Testament because of its vigorous phrasing and unfamiliarity) : 
“ Nor do I pray for them alone, but for all who believe in me by their spoken word; may they a l l be one! As Thou, Father, art in me, and I in Thee, so may they be in us— that the world may believe that Thou hast sent me.”
Side by side with this We may put a crucial appeal by St Paul to the Corinthian Church, which reads:
“ Brothers, for the sake of our Lord Jesus Christ I beg of you all to drop these party-cries. There must be no cliques among you; you must regain your common temper and attitude. For Chloe’s people inform me, my brothers, that you are quarrelling. By ‘ quarrelling ’ I mean that each of you has his party-cry, ‘ I belong to Paul,’ ‘ And I to Apollos,’ ‘ And I to Cephas,’ ‘ And I to Christ.’ Has Christ been parcelled out?”
A third quotation will indicate that the Church in the New Testament is the beloved community of Christ abounding in supernatural love, transcending all racial, social and sexual distinctions in the world:
“ There is no room for Jew or Greek, there is no room for slave or freeman, there is no room for male and female; you are all one in Christ Jesus.” 
The theological bases for Ecumenism are these: the conviction that Christ wills unity for all His disciples, as a reflection of the unity of the eternal Son with the Father; and, secondly, that such unity will be an unmistakable token to the divided world of the integrating love of God in Christ. If this is the unanimous testimony of the record of God’s revelation, then the existence of a divided Christendom convicts the denominations of a betrayal of Christ, and a caricature of the Church, which now appears as a family feud, instead of a universal brotherhood in Christ. It is no exaggeration, therefore, to describe the tearing of the seamless robe of our Lord, as a sin against
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the Head of the Church, and as blasphemy against the Holy Ghost, who is “ the very bond of peace.”
There is also a strong historical argument for Re-union. This is the recognition that only a truly Catholic, or completely Universal Church, in nature as well as in name, can express and embody the universal Faith of Christians. A historical approach to the fissiparousness of the Churches would indicate that the schisms of the Church, stratified into denominations have mutilated the Revelation of God committed to the Churches in two ways: by the doctrinal over-emphases safeguarded by the denominations as points of honour, and by [the loss of other emphases in the Christian Revelation which the denominations reacted against. The thesis may be expressed more concretely by historical illustrations. At the risk of over-simplification, it may be said that Luther contended for sola fide, justification by faith alone as the heart of the evangelical experience, over against the current emphasis of the Western Catholic Church on justification by good works. Luther’s recovery of that truth was an historical necessity, but its reappropriation in isolation issued in an individualistic emphasis, which seemed to ignore the fact that the evangelical experience is both ecclesiastically or corporately transmitted, and individually apprehended. The true relation of the individual to the community has thus been expressed by the Russian theologian, Berdyaev:
“ Religion not only binds and unites man to God, but it is the essential bond between man and his fellow-beings; it is both community and com­munion.”5
So completely was the corporate emphasis forgotten or ignored by Luther’s followers, in their exclusive stress on faith alone, that they became Pietists, with the creed which has been parodied as, “ Sit down O men of God, His Kingdom He will bring.” It is none of my purpose to criticise either the Roman or Lutheran Churches, but to insist that they are isolates (as is every other Christian communion in divided Christendom). Their very size and influence should not blind us to their fragmentary character. The effect of this division was to separate Christians into two camps, whose watchwords were, on the one hand, “ Justification by faith alone,” and, on the other “ Justification by fidelity to the ordinances of the Church.” A more balanced view might have regarded these emphases as complementary not mutually exclusive, and cried “ A plague o’ both your houses.” Faith is central,
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it might be said, but “ works,” that is the fruits of the Spirit, are the consequences and correlates of a living faith.
Another controversy which loomed large in the turbulent skies of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries was that between Calvinists and Arminians. Here again it would not be rash to seek for a reconciling synthesis. Calvinism, with its emphasis on Election and Predestination, did justice to the belief that the assurance of the Christian lay not in his feeble hold of Christ, but in Christ’s strong grasp of him. Arminianism laid stress on freedom and human responsibility before God, and on the universality of salvation (at least potentially) in Christ. Again, risking a spurious simplification of a hotly contested issue, it may be averred tht both were religiously important, and not mutually exclusive.
If this be true in the realm of doctrine, may it not be so in organisation? There is a long and continuing controversy betwen ‘ Catholic ’ and ‘ Evangelical ’ concep­tions of the nature of the Church, which have been distinguished by Ernst Troeltsch6 as respectively the ' Church ’ and ‘ Sect ’ types of organisation. The distinc­tion of the ‘ Church ’ type is its stress on the Catholicity of the Christian organisation, its world-wide mission and responsibility to the entire community; its weakness is that it tends to be satisfied with a widely-diffused but minimal Christianity. The distinction of the ‘ Sect ’ is that it has a high standard of membership, requiring a maximal Christianity, but at the cost of isolationism and, often, of priggishness. The ‘ Church ’ type stresses Catholicity, the ‘ Sect ’ type Holiness. The question that must be asked is this: Are” Holiness ” and “ Catholicity ” to be regarded as mutually exclusive marks of the Body of Christ? If so. then what becomes of “ Unity ” ? My contention through­out this historical excursus has been that an ecumenical and irenical theology is at least possible, and eminently desirable. The logic of history seems to demonstrate that only by such a theology can we really assert with full meaning that we believe “ in one Holy Catholic and Apostolic Church.”7
In addition to theological and historical grounds for re-union, there are strong pragmatic arguments. To those who plead for the status quo ante, the rejoinder of an English statesman to his myopic colleagues may be made. “ Gentlemen, you must consult larger maps.” It is in the missionary fields of the world-wide Church that the practical effects of disunity are seen to be most grievous. Witnesses from the Church Universal can be called to sub­stantiate this statement. A distinguished Indian Bishop of
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the Diocese of Dornakal, Dr. Azariah, concluded his appeal to the " Faith and Order Conference ” at Lausanne in 1927 with the impassioned words:
“ Fathers and brothers! Be patient with us, if we cannot very wholeheartedly enter into the con­troversies of the sixth or sixteenth centuries. Recollection of these embitters Church life. They may alienate the young Churches from all ecclesiastical connections. . . . The divisions of Christendom may be a source of weakness in Christian countries, but in non-Christian lands they are a sin and a scandal.”8
A Chinese delegate, Professor T . T . Lew, attending the same Ecumenical Conference, presented a resolution prepared and passed by a thousand members of the National Christian Conference of China, which read:
“ We Chinese Christians who represent the various leading denominations express our regret that we are divided by the denominationalism that comes from the West. We are not unaware of the diverse gifts through which the denominations have been used by God for the enrichment of the Church. Yet we recognise fully that denominationalism is based upon differences the historical significance of which, however real and vital to the missionaries of the West, is not shared by us Chinese. Therefore, denominationalism, instead of being a source of inspiration, has been and is, a source of confusion, bewilderment, and inefficiency.”9
What applies to India and China, applies with redoubled force to Southern Africa as a missionary area. Indeed, the African people have returned with astronomical interest the legacy of a divided Christendom in their Separatist Churches in South Africa. These schismatical bodies numbered 15 in 1906, 65 in 1922, and in 1932 the Union Government took official cognizance of over 300 of them, whilst the present figure is reliably estimated at above 800.10 From whom did the Africans learn this fissiparousness: from their tribal organisation or from the structure of the denominations? If the answer is, From both; the divided Churches of the European tradition cannot be excused from all culpability.
Consideration of these appeals from Christian nationals of many lands, emphasises that the converts to the Christian faith seek an integration in community which they do not possess in their own religion or ethics, and they seek in vain. In India, for example, having escaped from
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the Hindu caste system, they enter the Christian caste- Churches. Clearly, from pragmatic considerations, disunity is wasteful of the resources of the Church on the mission- field, confusing to the converts, and increasingly irrelevant.
The inefficiency of divisions, and their hampering of the extension work of the Church, could ,be demon­strated in the field of Religious Education. Even the admirable Agreed Syllabuses fail to answer the question: Which Church are pupils to be persuaded to join? Educational administrators, however sympathetic, have ben forced to reply: None of them. Their view was that the school should not become a proselytizing agency for sectional interests. From this there follows a serious conse­quence: the Christian way of life is transmuted into a series of agreed propositions in credal form, not an attach­ment to a community in which the life of Christ is shared. These practical difficulties, I repeat, cannot be solved until the Churches are reunited. It seems that in an age of unparalleled ideological strife, the Church is engaged in a civil war of mutual recrimination, instead of battling on a common front to preserve the common Christian inheritance.
It is because these divisions deny the will of Christ, distort the nature of the Church, and actually hamper the work of the at-one-ment that Ecumenism is a necessity. For this reason, it may be supposed, Archbishop William Temple at his enthronement in Canterbury Cathedral referred to the Ecumenical Movement as “ the great new fact of our time ” in a remarkable tribute, in which he said:
“ As though in preparation for such a time as this, God has been building up a Christian fellow­ship which now extends into almost every nation and binds citizens of them all together in true unity and mutual love. No human agency has planned this. It is the result of the great missionary enterprise of the last hundred and fifty years . . . Almost incidentally the great world fellowship has arisen from that enter­prise. But it has arisen: it is the great new fact of our time . . . Here is one great ground of hope for the coming time— this world-wide Christian fellowship, this Ecumenical Movement . . .
(2). T he Potential Dangers of Ecumenism.
However strong the case for Ecumenism, it is not without its dangers. (1) Of three possible perils, the first is that Ecumenism may contrive a scheme of reunion on the lowest level of agreement amongst the Churches. In
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India called them,’’ a biographical account of his parents, Lord Beveridge informs us that at the age of six he fell in love with the Lowest Common Multiple. “ Oh that dear little L.C.M.,” he shouted in an ecstasy to his mother. It must be confessed that not a few exponents of Ecumenism have fallen in love with the Lowest Common Denominator of the Churches as the basis of reunion, as a result of which they plead for heartfelt ambiguity. It should be said that if the Churches in reuniting were to lose the spiritual treasures God has given them in separation in a universal bankruptcy, then they had better remain divided, but solvent. Any scheme of reunion must be determined by the Highest Common Factor, not by annihilating distinctions in one commonplace unity. Such syncretism G. K . Chesterton rightly and accurately described as “ religion going to pot.” The leaders of the Ecumenical Movement aim at conserving as much as may be of the traditional treasures of the divided Communions, not at dissipating them. The assurance may be given in the words of Arch­bishop Temple at the Edinburgh Universal Conference on Faith and Order held in 1937:
“ God be thanked we have left behind the habit of supposing that our tradition is perfectly true and the whole of truth, and are looking to see what parts of the ‘ unsearchable riches of Christ ’ we have missed while others have them, and so we are learning increasingly from one another.”12
(2) Allied to this potential danger is the possibility that Ecumenical Conferences may compromise truth by means of convenient formulae, which cloak fundamental disagreements. This caveat was uttered from within the Movement by Dr. Wilhelm Zoellner at the Lausanne Conference, when pleading for a credal basis for unity: “ No inward union can be constructed by artificial formulae. Such formulae are like a piece of paper stuck over a crack in the wall, which may hide the crack for a while, but cannot repair it.”13
(3) The supreme criticism of the Ecumenical Movement is that uniformity of Churchmanship would diminish, if not destroy the life of the Spirit in the Churches. This view has recently been expressed as .follows: . . .  assimilation in what may be called the media of religion is something altogether different from unity in Christ. . . .Sincere though our efforts are to find the grounds of agreement between Christians, we are not even within the Kingdom of
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Heaven where the hidden treasure lies. We are like children who, playing with a paint-box, decide to try the effect of mixing all the colours together, in the hope that some dazzling super-colour will result. They are disappointed when they find themselves left with a dirty mixture between grey and brown.”14
Some would even go further and argue that unity in the Spirit already exists and that a corporate unity of the Churches would be positively harmful. To this criticism a two-fold rejoinder may be made. In the first place, the New Testament does not envisage a spiritual unity existing apart from a corporate unity. Rather does it manifest a spiritual unity in the Body of Christ. St. Paul’s words are:
“ There is one body, and one Spirit, even as ye are called in one hope of your calling, one Lord, one faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all, who is above all, and through all, and in you all.”15
Clearly the Apostle speaks of the Church as an embodied unity, not merely as a spiritual unity; as an empirical unity of the present, not an ideal unity of the future. In the second place, if the existing unity is adequate, then how may we account for the waste, inefficiency, con­fusion, and bewilderment of different Churches calling to different shrines in the name of the same Christ? Historically, moeover, it can be shown that within the overarching unity of the Mediaeval Church in Europe there was a rich and flourishing variety of monastic and mendicant orders. Uniformity, provided it be widely inter­preted, need not crush the diversities of the Spirit's gifts. Moreover, the basic convictions, theological, historical, and pragmatic, stand undefeated.
(3). Designs for Unity.
In what ways, then may re-union be planned? What are the designs, or blue-prints of Ecumenism? The types of re-union commonly envisaged may be dis­tinguished as four: (i) Absorption, (ii) Co-operation, (iii) Inter-Communion, and (iv) Organic or Corporate Union.
The first of them may be dismissed as impractic­able, and undesirable if it were possible. It is undesirable because it proceeds on the assumption that the fault has been all on the other side, and that the Reformers are merely perverse schismatics. To any suggestion of Absorption the most effective reply is a tu quoque, as in the words of Dr, John Mackay of Princeton:
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“ And what is the soul of schism, but that any one institutional expression of the Church of Christ should claim to be the whole? Those Christians are schismatic in the worst sense who, in spite of the New Testament record and the testimony of history, regard the particular organisation to which they belong as The Church.”
It is a fundamental betrayal of Christian charity to attempt to excommunicate the uncanonised saints of Christendom whether they be John Bunyan or Richard Baxter of the 17th century, or Albert Schweitzer and Martin Niemoller of the 20th, because they wear the wrong ecclesiastical labels. It is an even more intolerable impertin­ence to include them, as an afterthought, within God’s ‘ uncovenanted mercies,’ as if they were highly irregular—  external students of the Catholic Church, so to speak, who have confounded the institutional tutors, by obtaining a distinction in the spiritual life, when the internals succeed only in obtaining mediocre pass-marks! The way to re­union lies beneath the lintel of humility, not along the precipice of pride.
A second pattern of unity is Co-operation. The advantage of this method is that it need (involve neither theological nor ecclesiological unity. In the field of conjoint representation to governments on matters of social or inter­national relationships, co-operation has been successful. For instance, a most important pronouncement on the pattern of Christian social order appeared in England during the present decade under the signatures of the Archbishop of Canterbury, the Cardinal Archbishop of Westminster, and the Moderator of the Free Church Federal Council. Similarly “ Religion and Life ” weeks are organised by the Anglican and Free Churches in Britain, whilst the Roman Catholics planned a parallel movement, entitled “ The Sword and the Spirit.” It must, however, be recorded that the impact on the common and widespread apathy was weakened by the insistent question: ‘ But which Church shall I join?’ While co-operation is not enough, it may be welcomed as the first stage in Ecumenical planning.
The third pattern of unity is a stage more ad­vanced, namely Intercommunion. This may be defined as the mutual recognition of the ministries and sacraments of other churches as valid. This represents a great step forward from co-operation. One of the difficulties, however, that imperils relationships between the Anglican Communion and the Free Churches, is that the former regards inter­communion as the end of re-union, whilst the latter regard the sacrament of Holy Communion as the essential means
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to re-union. However, when intercommunion is acknow­ledged, it is but a short step to Organic or Corporate Union. This, the fourth pattern, must constitute the ultimate hope of all Christians who take seriously to heart the ineffective­ness of a divided Church, and, above all, the High-Priestly Prayer of their Lord on the eve of His sacred Passion.
These are the designs of unity, but we must now turn to the difficulties in the way of re-union, and to the actual achievements of the Ecumenical Movement.
(4). T he Divisive Factors.
The divisive factors may be considered finder three headings (i) Convictional or Theological, (ii) Cultural or Historical, and (iii) Psychological or Tempera­mental. It is a matter for profound gratitude that the theological factors have, contrary to common opinion, not proved as difficult a hindrance to re-union as was expected. Indeed, a substantial measure of unity was declared in the Edinburgh ‘ Faith and Order ’ Conference of 1937, where the delegates agreed that the foundations of theology are the Revelation of God contained in the Holy Scriptures, and in the testimony of the Apostles’ Creed and that commonly known as the ‘Nicene’ Creed. It was also recog­nised that, while additional theological statements were necessary to expound the relevance of the Christian faith to contemporary life in every age, nevertheless the delegates were committed to the historic Christian faith, and that they required the strong meat of the Gospel for their spiritual nourishment, not the evanescent champagne of fleeting ideologies, which sparkles but does not sustain. The speaker would interject the opinion that one of the greatest contributions of the Ecumenical Movement is the recovery for all Communions of a belief in the centrality of the Incarnation and the Resurrection of Jesus Christ, and the refusal to acquiesce to the modern plea for “ Religion with­out Revelation,” for that is tantamount to asking for religion without God, or “ Hamlet ” without the Prince of Denmark. The Christian faith makes the staggering claim that “ He (the Logos or Eternal Son of G od) became man, that we might be made Divine.”17 The Ecumenical Move­ment has insisted throughout that the Gospel is always Good news, never merely good advice. An Ecumenical Theology is not a pious hope, but an empirical fact, as a consultation of the documents of the Ecumenical Confer­ences would show. There is still disagreement, but its area is severely delimited to the consideration of the nature of the Church, the Sacraments and the Ministry. As under­standing increases, even this area dwindles.
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(2) The second type of difficulty, namely historical or cultural factors, cannot be so easily disposed of, because they represent attitudes almost unconsciously accepted as axiomatic. The speaker found this to be the case in conversation with German Lutherans in 1946. Their traditional pietism was so ingrained, in many cases, as to make it a dogma with them that the State was under the power of the Devil, and that consequently their con­cern should be exclusively for individual salvation, not with the political and social re-ordering of the very society which conditioned their behaviour as Christians. For them a concern for social justice and the amelioration of the lot of the underprivileged was “ meddling with politics,” whereas for their questioner it was a consequence of the Christian faith in communal and individual redemption of minds and bodies. This proved to be an impassable gulf.
Yet even in this field the leaders of the Ecumenical Movement, through personal contacts with officials of differing Churches, both established and dis­established, both promoted and persecuted by the State, are losing their historic isolationism and are coming to a com­mon mind. The great need is to make the rank and file of the Churches aware of the processes of reintegration.
(3) The third type of divisive factor, the psychological or temperamental, is probably the hardest to eradicate. The peculiarities and prejudices of human nature have been the bugbears of legislators, philosophers and preachers throughout the ages; little wonder then that “ the Church is not yet without spot, or wrinkle, or blemish or any such thing.” The hardest battle has to be fought with the intransigeance of the proud, whether it be that of the highest of high ecclesiastics who emulate the Pharisee in  thanking God that he is not as these “ Dissenters ” or mere “ Nonconformists,” or of the lowest of low Churchmen, who deny the rights of others, except themselves, to be Christians. This spiritual pride is reminiscent of the Chaplain’s prayer before an American genealogical society; for when the assembled members were preening themselves on being the descendants of their Pilgrim ancestors, (in this case 1620 Settlers), he prayed: “ Justify, O Lord, if it be possible, the high esteem in which we hold ourselves.” Such justification is, ;we may believe, an unanswered petition, for it consorts ill with the following of the Christ, who made disciples and friends of prostitutes and penniless men, ‘ publicans and sinners.’
If intransigeance is the fruit of pride, so equally is an atomistic individualism, the besetting sin of some
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radical Protestants, who parade their denials as if they were creeds, and whose threadbare banner bears the negative device, “ No Popery.” They are often found to be fighting Ecumenism in the name of freedom, but in reality for the sake of their idiosyncracies. If they cannot be educated, perhaps they may be exhausted by circling endlessly around their own egotism.
The Churches are committed to the belief, on the basis of experience, that human nature can be changed, so they do not despair of temperamental difficulties wrecking the schemes of re-union. Their most serious foes are apathy :and ignorance; but the apathetic are not antagonistic and the ignorant may learn.
(5) Demonstrations of Unity.
It is time to turn to the solid achievements of the Ecumenical Movement, to actual demonstrations of unity completed. If the meeting of the International Missionary Council in Edinburgh in 1910 may be regarded as the birthday of the Movement, then the ensuing thirty-eight years have produced remarkable results satisfactory to its most sanguine supporters.
First among such unions was what might be described as “ marriages between cousins,” that is, unions between Communions of the same polity and historical associations. In 1929 the Church of Scotland and the United Free Church of Scotland healed the breach which h ad existed since the Disruption of 1843. In 1932, the three largest groups of English Methodism, which had led separate existences for over a century, were reunited.
Still greater triumphs of Ecumenism were marriages between “ unrelated Communions.” In 1925 the United Church of Canada was formed by the merger of Methodists, Presbyterians and Congregationalists. In 1927 the Church of Christ in China came into being, by the re­union of the same three Communions as in the Canadian merger, with the addition of the United Brethren. The most remarkable of the “ unrelated marriages ” remains to be described, and it was concluded only last year. I refer to the United Church of South India, which incorporates in organic unity, Anglicans, Congregationalists, Lutherans, Methodists, and Presbyterians. The basis of union is officially described in these terms:
“ The Church of South India recognises that episcopal, presbyteral, and congregational elements must all have their place in its order of life, and that the episcopate, the presbyterate and the con­gregation of the faithful should all in their several
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spheres have responsibility and exercise authority in the life and work of the Church, in its governance and administration, in its evangelistic and pastoral work, in its discipline and its worship.”16
Opponents of the scheme may claim that this is a tamed prelacy, an apocopated presbyterate, and a limited Congregationalism. The advocates of the scheme may claim with justice that this was the inevitable price to be paid for reunion, and that the establishment of a United Church of South India, incorporating a richer ecclesiastical life thn was possible in separation, made any sacrifices justifiable; moreover, it was omnilateral sacrifice. This single achieve­ment has vindicated the researches and debates of the Ecumenical Movement. It is significant that the Younger Churches are leading the way for the Older Churches, and that, after a milennium of neglect, our Lord’s High- Priestly Prayer is being answered.
( 6 ) .  D edication  to E c u m e n ism .
From what has been said, the way to re-union is a thorny path, and it lies not through undenominational- ism, but through the reciprocity of interdenominationalism. It will come with the assistance of the Holy Spirit, but not without the co-operation of Christians. There must be a Dedication to re-union on the part of the members no less than of the leaders of the still severed Churches.
The first demand is for sacrifice, not of our treasured convictions, but of our cherished prejudices. At the Edinburgh Conference of 1937, the leader of the dele­gation of the Church of Disciples made the striking and profound statement:
“ That denomination is (most prophetic that is willing to disappear as deliberately as Christ went to the Crucifixion.”19
The true pattern for union is the inevitable Christian pattern of resurrection through death, of losing the lives of the churches to gain the life of the Church.
The second demand is for humility— the humility of the learner who is dissatisfied with his ignor­ance of the life and work of other branches of Christ’s Church, and who, the more he learns of them, the more disturbed he is to remain out of communion with them.
The third demand is for the supernatural gift of Divine charity. Re-union will come fully when the members of the severed branches of Christ’s Church recog­nise that Ecumenism is not primarily a request for an intellectual or organisational reconstruction of the Church,
15
basic as this is, but a sincere petition for the graces of the* Holy Spirit. The aim of Ecumenism at its deepest level may be given, as a conclusion, in the words of the prayer:
“ May the Holy Spirit, the Spirit of for­giveness and love, so invade the Church that the broken mirror of Christendom will be renewed to reflect in full the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ.” 20
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